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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background

Executive Order 12088 requires the United States Environmenta Protection Agency
(EPA) to provide technical assistance and guidance to Federal agenciesto assist them in
complying with environmental regulations and statutes. In recognition of this responsibility,
EPA's Federd Facility Enforcement Office (FFEO) has begun to implement an outreach program
to facilitate the transfer of technical information and guidance to these agencies. One component
of that program involves identifying areas in which Federa agencies need improvement to more
successfully fulfill their environmental responsbilities. This Environmental Benchmark Report is
one part of that effort.

The purpose of thisreport is to evaluate how Defense Related Agencies (DRAS), certain
private corporations (Participating Corporations (PCs)), and Civilian Federal Agencies (CFAS)
perform against a benchmark developed to represent ideal organizational, manageria, and
operationa performance in the execution of environmenta responsibilities. Datafor this
evauation came from a questionnaire completed by 17 CFAsin 1993, and a separate
guestionnaire completed by three private corporations and by four Defense Related Agencies (the
Departments of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Energy) in 1994.

M ethodology

Traditional benchmark analyses identify one "Best in Class' organization and compare
othersto that model. In order to ensure that the benchmark developed for this project was
equally applicable to public and private sector organizations with widely disparate missions, the
benchmark used in this report was arrived at through the review of numerous draft and fina
documents published by Federal agencies, and by nationa and internationa standard setting
agencies. The benchmark elements are composed of those standards that are common to most or
all of the reviewed publications.

The benchmark used to evaluate DRAS, PCs, and CFAs is composed of six mgjor topic
areas (Benchmark Elements). A list of each Benchmark Element and a description of "Best in
Class' performance under each element is described in Exhibit ES-1.



Exhibit ES-1
Benchmark Elements

Organizational Sructure
. Best in Class organizations have an organizational structure that gives authority, input,
and voice to environmental performance

Management Commitment

. Best in Class organizations possess and demonstrate a commitment to environmental
excellence at each and every stage of the management hierarchy, and insist on
integration of environmental awareness and concerns into al relevant business
operations

I mplementation
. Best in Class organizations carry out their daily business operations in ways that
integrate environmental protection into their business conduct

Information Collection/Communication/Management/Follow-up

. Best in Class organizations continually monitor environmenta performance through the
use of formal tracking and reporting mechanisms. Information acquired through these
mechanismsis evaluated, disseminated, and used to continually improve environmental
performance

Internal and External

. Best in Class organizations foster and use formal and informal channels to communicate
environmental commitment and performance information. Employee communication is
encouraged to develop cooperation and commitment, including bringing together
employees from different disciplines

Personnel

. Best in Class organizations ensure that employees are capable of developing and
implementing environmental initiatives. Employees are hired, trained, and deployed in
ways that ensure that staff understand their environmental responsibilities and receive
the training and support necessary to achieve environmental excellence

In order to evaluate questionnaire responses against these six Benchmark Elements, key
indicators were developed that illustrate organizational attributes or activities whose presence
indicates behavior consistent with the Benchmark Element. To the greatest extent practicable,
guestions on both questionnaires were "best fit" into the closest and most relevant key indicator.

This evaluation does not rank the participating respondent groups. This report is not
designed to publicly evauate the performance of any individua organization; thus, information



about the range and patterns of responses within each respondent group is presented, rather than
identifying questionnaire responses by organization. In addition, this report does not attempt to
evauate overal environmental compliance performance, either present or historical, of a
particular organization. Instead, the intention isto determine if certain organizational enabling
systems have been established to alow the repsondent group to fully implement a sound
environmental management program. Whether or not a particular organizational group as
discussed in this report has taken full advantage of these enabling systems and trandated thisinto
an equally good compliance record was not evaluated during this assessment and is not the
subject of this report.

Conclusions drawn from this analyses of questionnaire responses should be evaluated in
light of the data limitations inherent in this project. Since the questionnaires were developed and
distributed prior to the development of the Benchmark Elements and key indicators, the scope of
the questions does not aways correlate closely with the benchmark components. Thisis
especially true for the questionnaire sent to Civilian Federal Agencies which was primarily focused
on environmental compliance activities. In addition, the CFA questionnaire was distributed in
January of 1993 and the questionnaire to Defense Related Agencies and Corporate Participants
was distributed in the Spring of 1994. Changes in organizational practices occurring since that
time are not reflected in this report.

Findings and Conclusions

An anaysis of questionnaire responses reveals meaningful data concerning the
comparative behaviors of the respondent groups and highlights each group's areas of relative
strength and weakness. In general, Defense Related Agencies and Corporate Participants exhibit
significantly more attributes and behaviors consstent with key indicators than do the Civilian
Federa Agencies. Within each Benchmark Element, fifty percent or more of the Defense Related
Agencies report indicative behaviorsin al key indicators for which questions were asked. In most
instances all four Defense Related Agencies report indicative behaviors. Corporate Participants
also consistently report indicative behaviors in each of the Benchmark Elements, but a majority of
these respondents do not report indicative behaviors for one key indicator under the elements of
Management Commitment, Implementation, and Information Collection/M anagement/Follow-up.

Under the Benchmark Element entitled Organizational Structure, al seven DRA and
Corporate Participants report the presence of an organizational mission statement that sets forth
environmental objectives, organizational charts that describe clear lines of authority,
responsbility, and accountability for environmental functions, and the tracking of environmental
statutory and regulatory developments. In addition, they each state that environmental functions
are represented at the highest level of the organization. In contrast, only four of 17 CFAS report
that they have formal systemsto track regulatory and statutory activities and a dim maority (9 of
17) state that senior managers meet to consider environmental issues on a periodic basis. The
other two key indicators were not addressed in the CFA questionnaire.

In response to questions related to the Benchmark Element entitled Management



Commitment, amajority of al three respondent groups indicate that environmental considerations
are integrated into organizational business planning processes. All Defense Related Agencies and
two of three Corporate Participants indicate that management's commitment goes beyond
compliance with environmental requirements. In contrast, only five of 17 CFAs report that
management's stated environmental commitment leads to action in terms of resource alocation,
training. and environmental program support. All Defense Related Agencies and Corporate
Participants report that budget allocations are carried out in ways that allow environmental
projects to compete on an equal footing for scarce resources. In contrast, while 12 of 17 CFA's
report engaging in the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) A-106 capita budgeting
process, only six respondents indicate that environmenta staff is actively involved. The one area
in which both Defense Related Agencies and Corporate Participants could improve isin the
reported use of forma risk management programs. Only two of four Defense Related Agencies
and one of three Corporate Participants report using these systems. CFA's were not asked to
address thisissue.

For the Implementation Benchmark Element, respondents are evaluated against three key
indicators; the establishment of environmenta performance goas that go beyond compliance, the
existence of a comprehensive, multi-media environmental programs, and the devel opment and
distribution of formal environmental guidance materials throughout the organization. Each
response from Defense Related Agencies reved indicative behaviors on dl three of these
indicators. Similarly, amgority of CFAs respond positively regarding multi-media programs and
guidance materids, the two questions they were asked under this element. All three Private
Corporations report the existence of a comprehensive, multi-media environmental program.
However, only two of these respondents report that their organizations establish environmental
performance goal s that go beyond compliance, and only one of three respondents report the
development and use of organization-wide guidance materials.

For the Information Collection/Management/Follow-up Benchmark Element, CFAs were
asked questions that relate to only two of the six key indicators. A large mgjority of CFAS report
the use of environmental information management systems, athough no CFAs report the use of
centralized, Agency-wide information repositories. Six of 17 CFAS use systems to report regional
compliance data to headquarters personnel. A mgjority of Defense Related Agencies and
Corporate Participants report that they use information management systems to track
environmental performance, that they document environmental performance results, and that they
take corrective actions to address identified problems. Only one of three Corporate Participants
and two of four Defense Related Agencies report using trends analyses to uncover root causes of
environmental problems.

For the Internal/External Communication Benchmark Element, CFAS were again asked
questions that relate to only two of the six key indicators. Only three of 17 CFASs report that their
organizations have well publicized channels for employees to raise environmenta concerns. With
regard to their organization soliciting environmental input from outside parties, 10 of 17 CFAs
report that they either compare their environmental programs to those of other organizations, or
that they engage in a program to secure third party environmental assessments of their activities.

iv



All respondents from the other two groups report the existence of well publicized channels for
employee environmental concerns, state that they actively solicit employee suggestions and utilize
avariety of communication mechanisms to communicate their environmental commitment to
employees. In response to questions concerning the solicitation of environmental input from
externa parties, all four Defense Related Agencies and two of three Corporate Participants report
that they utilize formal community outreach programs that serve this purpose.

Finaly, every respondent group was asked questions relating to each of the four key
indicators under the Personnel Benchmark Element. All of the Defense Related Agencies report
that they engage in environmental awards programs to recognize the environmental achievements
of employees, use forecasting tools to project future environmental personnel needs, and require
environmenta training for all employees. Three of four Defense Related Agencies report that
they make al staff with environmental responsibilities accountable for their environmental
performance through performance reviews or through other measures. Corporate Participants
report smilar datain these areas. All three of these respondents report data that satisfies each key
indicator. CFA performanceisless strong. Only five of 17 CFAs report utilizing formal training
programs for compliance staff. 12 CFASs report that their organizations consider environmental
performance the responsibility of every employee, but only five CFA respondents include
environmental compliance in employee performance evaluations. Finally, only four of 17 CFAs
report the use of environmenta award systems to recognize employee environmental excellence.



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1  Background

Executive Order 12088 (8§ 1-301) requires the United States Environmental Protectio n
Agency (EPA) to provide technical assistance and guidance to Federa agenciesin their effortt o
comply with environmental regulations and statutes. In recognition of this responsibility EPA" s
Federd Fecility Enforcement Office (FFEO) has begun to implement an outr each program to facilitate
the transfer of technical information and guidance to these agencies. As part of this effort, FFEO is
in the process of developing a strategy to assist the smaller non-military (civilian) Federal agencies
inimproving their performance of environmental compliance tasks.

In order to help identify areas where technical assistance resources  should be directed to assist
Civilian Federa Agencies (CFAs) with their compliance responsbilities, FFEO sent ou t
guestionnaires to 28 CFAs in January 1993. Among other things, this questionnaire aske d
respondents to indicate how their Federd agency i s structured, managed, and operated so as to fulfill
environmental compliance responsibilities. Seventeen CFAs responded to this portion of th e
guestionnaire.

In the Spring of 1994, FFEO developed and distributed a separate questionnaire to th e
Departments of Energy, Army, Navy, and Air Force (hereafter "Defense Related Agencies', o r
"DRAS") and to five private companies. All of the Defense Related Agencies and three of the private
companies completed and returned this questionnaire. These completed questionnaires provide data
on awide range of environmental management activities and provide a basis to draw comparison s
between the CFAs and these organizations.

FFEO has decided to use abenchmark approach to eva uate the environmenta organizational
and operationa performance of CFAs aong with that of Defense Related Agencies and Corporate
Participants. Unlike traditional benchmark analyses that identify a"Best in Class' organization that
exemplifies an ideal model against which other organizations are measured, this anaysesidentifies
"Best in Class' organizationa and operationd benchmark eementsthr ough an examination of various
nationd and international standards documents. Questionnaire responses were used to compare the
performance of the three types of organizations (CFAs, Defense Related Agencies, and Corporate
Participants) against these benchmark elements.

The purpose of thisreport is to evaluate how each group of organizations perform against a
benchmark developed to indicate ideal organizational, managerial, and operational performancei n
the executi on of environmental responsibilities. Thisreport is not designed to publicly evauate the
performance of any individual organization; thus, information about the range and patterns o f
responses within each respondent group i s presented, rather than identifying questionnaire responses
by organization.

12 Document Organization

Thisdocument i s organized into six chapters. Chapter 2 describes the methodology used in
developing the benchmark and in evaluating reported organizational practices against benchmar k



elements. Chapters 3, 4, and 5 discuss and evaluate the questionnaire responses of the Defens e
Related Agencies, Corporate Participants and of the participating CFAS, respectively. Chapter 6
summarizes the results of the benchmark analyses and compares the patterns of responses between
the responding organizational groups.

1.3  Acknowledgements
FFEQO gratefully acknowledgesthe participation of  all of the responding Federal agencies and

Corporate Participants whose responses to the questionnaires forme d the data for this report. Exhibit
1-1 lists dl of the organizations that provided datafor this analyss.



Exhibit 1-1
Respondent Organizations

Civilian Federal Agencies

Department of the Treasury

United States Postal Service

Federal Aviation Administration

Department of Commerce

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

National Security Administration

Department of Agriculture

Department of Agriculture/Agricultural Research Service

Department of Agriculture/Grain Inspection Service

Department of Agriculture/Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service

Department of Agriculture/Soil Conservation Service

Department of Justice

Department of Commerce

Environmenta Protection Agency/Office of Administration and Resources
Management

Three anonymous Civilian Federal Agency responses
Defense Related Agencies

Department of Energy

Department of the Army

Department of the Navy

Department of the Air Force
Private Sector Corporations

Chevron Corporation

Xerox Corporation
3M Corporation




CHAPTER 2 METHODOLOGY
21  Benchmarking Overview

In recent years, benchmarking has proven to be a valuable tool for organizations committed
to continua improvement, particularly in the area of environmental performance. Throug h
benchmarking, managers can compare the atributes of their organ ization against the those of a highly
successful ("Best in Class') organization that has been identified as an exemplary performer .
Benchmarking can be an extremely useful tool to help organizations recognize areas in whic h
improvement is needed, and to provide a model toward which improvements can be directed.

2.2  Benchmarking Methodology

The god of the benchmarking process devel oped for this report is to identify those areasin
which the structural, manageria, and operating characteristics and practices of CFAS requir e
improvement in order to riseto theleve of "Bestin Clas s' performance. However, the methodol ogy
used to establish the "Best in Class' benchmark for this study varies significantly from traditiona |
benchmarking procedures.

Rather than identifying one organization that could serve as a model toward which CFAS |,
Defense Related Agencies, and private companies could al strive to emulate, the project tea m
identified, gathered, and reviewed various documents that present an ideal set of characteristics for
the performance of organization al environmental responsibilities. These documents were developed
by national and international standard setting organizations, as well as Federal agencies. Someo f
these documents are in fi nal form, others arein draft. A list of the documents that were reviewed is
found in Exhibit 2-1.

In addition, this report does not attempt to evaluate overall environmental complianc e
performance, either present or historical, of a particular organization. Instead the intention ist o
determine if certain organizationa enabling systems have been established to allow the respondent
group to fully implement a sound environmental management program. Whether or not a particular
organizationa group as discussed in this report has taken full advantage of these enabling systems
and trandated thisinto an equally good compliance record was not evaluated during this assessment
and is not the subject of this report.

The project team reviewed these documents to identify organizational characteristics |,
management attributes, and operational features that appeared in most or al of the standard setting
documents and were equally applicable to both public and private organizations. Six areas meeting
the above criteria were identified. These became "benchmark elements’ for the purposes of thi s
analysis. Exhibit 2-2 lists and describes each of these elements.



Exhibit 2-1
Documents Reviewed on Benchmark Development Process

Guideline for aVoluntary Environmental Management System, Revision 8.1. Canadian
Standards Association, March 1, 1994

Request for Environmental Leadership Program Pilot Project Proposals, United States
Environmental Protection Agency, Federa Register Notice 58FR4802, January 15, 1993

Proposed American Nationa Standard, NSF International Standard for Environmental
Management Systems - Guidelines for Environmental Auditing - Principles and General
Practices. NSF 100-1994. Draft 3.5, February 1994

Proposed American Nationa Standard, NSF International Standard for Environmental
Management Systems - Guiding Principles and Generic Requirements for Environmental
Management Systems. NSF 110-1994. Draft 5.1, May 1994

Protocols for Conducting Environmental Management Assessments of DOE Organizations,
United States Department of Energy, DOE/EH-0326, June 1993

A Guiddline for aVoluntary Management System, NSF International. Revision 5.0, April 12,
1993




Exhibit 2-2
Benchmark Elements

Organizational Sructure
. Best in Class organizations have an organizational structure that gives authority, input,
and voice to environmental performance

Management Commitment

. Best in Class organizations possess and demonstrate a commitment to environmental
excellence at each and every stage of the management hierarchy, and insist on
integration of environmental awareness and concerns into al relevant business
operations

I mplementation
. Best in Class organizations carry out their daily business operations in ways that
integrate environmental protection into their business conduct

Information Collection/Management/Follow-up

. Best in Class organizations continually monitor environmenta performance through the
use of formal tracking and reporting mechanisms. Information acquired through these
mechanismsis evaluated, disseminated, and used to continually improve environmental
performance

Internal and External Communication

. Best in Class organizations foster and use formal and informal channels to communicate
environmental commitment and performance information. Employee communication is
encouraged to develop cooperation and commitment, including bringing together
employees from different disciplines

Personnel

. Best in Class organizations ensure that employees are capable of developing and
implementing environmental initiatives. Employees are hired, trained, and deployed in
ways that ensure that staff understand their environmental responsibilities and receive
the training and support necessary to achieve environmental excellence




Once the benchmark dements were identified, the project team developed alist of indicative
behaviors that exemplify organizational performance consistent with each benchmark element. The
presence or absence of these "key indicators’ within the questionnaire responses was the determining
factor in analyzing whether or not reporting organizations were achieving benchmark performance.
Organizations reporting significant numbers of key indicators within a benchmark element wer e
determined to be demonstrating "Best in Class' performance within that element; organization s
reporting few or no indicative behaviors were determined to be deficient in that benchmark area

Key indicators were identified through both an objective review of the standard settin g
documents listed above, and through a subject ive process where reported data was evaluated against
the definitions for each benchmark element. The list of key indicators associated with eac h
benchmark element is listed in Exhibit 2-3.

Exhibit 2-3
Key Indicators of Best in Class Performance

Organizational Structure

. Organizational mission statement exists that sets forth environmental business focus,
going beyond environmental compliance

. Clear lines of authority, responsibility, and accountability are established for
environmental functions

. Forma systems for statutory and regulatory tracking/monitoring exist and access to
legal resourcesisreadily available

. Environmental management functions are represented at the high(est) levels of the
organizations

Management Commitment

. Organizations make resources available to identify, develop, initiate, and transfer
between facilities environmenta improvement technologies and strategies

. Environmental concerns are integrated into organizationa business planning

. Environmental considerations play arolein al key organizational decisons

. Management demonstrates a commitment to environmenta protection that goes
beyond environmental compliance

. A formal environmental risk management program has been ingtituted and is used to
assess potential risks from al proposed and existing operations

. Capital budgeting evaluation criteria are used to alow environmental projectsto
compete fairly for investment resources

. Headquarters level policies exist that establish an environmenta sense of direction for
facility level operations

. Environmental criteriaare used for the selection and management of
contractors/vendors




Exhibit 2-3
Key Indicators of Best in Class Performance (continued)

I mplementation

Short- and medium-range environmental performance goals are established for
individual business operations and for the organization as awhole

A wide range of potential environmental impacts are address through comprehensive
multi-media environmental programs. These programs include, but are not limited to:
- pollution prevention

- recycling

- reuse

- control

- compliance

- affirmative procurement

- energy conservation

- emergency preparedness and response

Formal guidance is developed and disseminated to help ensure organizational
environmental excellence

Information Collection/Management/Follow-up

Information baselines have been established to identify, track, and measure inputs (i.e.,
energy, water, materials) and wastes and emissions outputs

Information management systems are used to track and evaluate environmental
performance. These systems measure and verify data, evaluate collected data, and
identify improvement opportunities

Monitoring results are documented and distributed in atimely manner to appropriate
Mmanagement representatives

Business operations are modified in response to data findings to correct performance
and meet environmental goals. Corrective actions are tracked and verified to ensure
successful completion

"Lessons learned” programs have been implemented to identify improvement
opportunities

Trends analyses are performed to identify root causes of environmental performance
concerns




Exhibit 2-3
Key Indicators of Best in Class Performance (continued)

Internal and External Communication

Channels exist for employees to anonymoudly communicate environmental performance
concerns without retribution

Employee suggestions are actively solicit. Concerns raised are addressed and responses
documented

Successful environmenta programs and strategies are communicated throughout the
organization

Environmenta awareness and performance information is communicated through the
use of employee newdetters, bulletin boards, € ectronic mail, etc.

Full and open cooperation exists with externa oversight organizations

Input regarding environmenta performance and opportunity identification is actively
solicited from external parties (e.g., customers, neighbors, regulators, general public)

Personne

Sufficient qualified staff are hired, deployed, and trained to ensure that al aspects of the
business operation are executed in accordance with the organization's environmental
commitment

All employees receive initial and ongoing training to ensure that they 1) understand the
environmental requirements of their job, and 2) have the skills necessary to execute
their job responsibilities in an environmentally sound manner

Environmental excellenceis the explicit responshility of every employee throughout
the organization, as demonstrated by the presence of environmental criteriain each
employees job description/performance evauation, or by other means

Exemplary environmental efforts are recognized and/or rewarded

2.3

Data Limitations

The evduation of questionnaire responses reveals agreat deal of information concerning the

waysinwhich Defense Related Agencies, Civilian Federal Agencies, and three private corporations
dructure themselves and operatein order to fulfill their environmenta agenda. A comparison of the

responses between groups identifies areas in which each group excels, and areas in whic h

improvement is needed.

Conclusions drawn from the questionnaire responses must be evaluated with a clea r

understanding of the limitations inherent in thisdata. These limitations are discussed below.

The primary data limitation involving the CFA questionnaire concerns the specific language

and scope of the questions posed to respondents. Both questionnaires were distributed prior to the

development of benchmark elements and key indicators. The questionnaire distributed to CFA" s

focused predominantly onissues relating to environmental compliance. Therefore, questions posed
to CFAs had to be "best fi t" into akey indicator associated with one of the six benchmark elements.

In a number of instances, no questions nestly fit into certain key indicators. These instances ar e
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clearly delineated in the report. In addition, this questionnaire dlicited alarge number of responses
congisting of one or two word positive or negative responses. Finaly, the CFA questionnaire was
sent to respondents in January of 1993. Organizationa changes occurring since that date are no t
reflected in the data.

While the questionnaire sent to Corporate Participants and Defense Related  Agencies also was
digtributed prior to the development of the Benchmark Elements and key indicators, its scope more
clearly fits the developed benchmarks. Hence, there are significantly fewer data gaps. Therear e
ingances in which multiple questions provide data for the same key indicator. In these instances, a
positive response to any of t he questionsis considered to represent behavior consistent with the key
indicator. In addition, it should be noted that only three companies participated in this effort .
Therefore, responses should not be interpreted as indicative of overal private sector activitiesi n
these areas. Rather, they reflect the reported activities of the three responding corporations.

Comparisons and conclusons drawn from questionnaire  responses can only be as good as the
data upon which they are based. By design, questionn aires ask respondents to report upon their own
behaviors or those of the organization to which the respondent belongs, based upon the perceptions
of theindividual completing the questionnaire. Therefore, questionnaire responses may be affected
by the responding individua's position within the organization, their knowledge of organizationa |
activities and characteristics in other parts of the organization, and the willingness of the individual
to answer fully and candidly.
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CHAPTER 3: Defense Related Agencies
3.1 Data Sources

This chapter summarizes the responses received from four Federal agencies (i.e., militar y
agencies and Department of Energy; hereafter "Defense Related Agencies’ or "DRAS') to a94 -
guestion survey. In generd, the survey focused on eight topic areas. organizational structure ;
environmenta commitment; environmental prote ction program; formality of environmental program;
internd and external communication; staff resources, training, and development; evauation |,
reporting, and corrective action; and environmenta planning and risk management. A copy of the
questionnaire isincluded in Appendix A, Exhibit A-2, of this document.

Responses to the questionnaire were received from the following Defense Related Agencies:
United States Department of the Air Force
United States Department of the Navy

United States Department of the Army
United States Department of Energy

3.2  Performance Measured Against Benchmark Elements

3.21 Element 1. Organizational Structure

"Bestin Class' organizations have an organizational structure that gives authority,
input, and voice to environmental performance.

Overall Findings:
In generd, al of the DRAS responding to the survey reported that they have develope d
organizationa structures that enable them to effectively provide direction and authority to thel r

environmental programs.

Four key indicators have been identified for "Best in Class' organizations in regard t 0
organizational structure.

1 Organizationd misson statement exists that sets forth environmental business focus,
going beyond environmental compliance.

2. Clear lines of authority, responsbility, and accountability are established fo r
environmental functions.

3. Formd systems for statutory and regulatory tracking/monitoring exist and access to
legal resourcesisreadily available.

11



4, Environmenta management functions are represented at the high(est) levels of th e
organization.

Asan introductory overview, Exhibit 3-1 presentsthe to tal number of respondents reporting multiple
key indicative behaviors.

Exhibit 3-1
Element 1: Organizational Structure Key Indicators
Reported by Defense Related Agencies

All 4 Respondents (100%

The following discussion compares specific survey findings against each of the four ke y
indicators representing "Best in Class' activities with regard to organizationa structure.

Organization Structure Key Indicator:

1 Organizational mission statement exists that sets forth environmenta |
business focus, going beyond environmental compliance.

Findings:

All of the DRAs surveyed reported that they have an environmenta policy statemen t
presented in their organization's misson statement (either  at the headquarters level or the subordinate
command level). For example, one respondent expressed their environmental mission commitment
as, "Environmental compliance is an integra part of our misson and will be included in our dail y
operations and our strategic plans.” Three of the four DRAS surveyed report that their mago r

12



program offices with environmental responsbilities include an environmental component in thei r
vision and mission statements that complement the overall departmental mission.

Organizational Sructure Key Indicator:

2. Clear lines of authority, respo nsbility, and accountability are established
for environmenta functions.

Findings:

All of the DRASs surveyed report thet they have o rganizational charts that illustrate clear lines
of authority for their environmental management structure. Typically, the management structureis
headed by an Assistant Secretary, under who serves a director of environmental operations leading
numerous environmental technical support divisions.

In generd, the DRAS as a group appeared to conscioudy and clearly define environmenta |
responsibilities and communicate them to their employees. Three of the four agencies report tha t
environmenta respongbilities are defined and communicated to dl of the ir employees whose activities
may impact environmental performance. The respondents list a variety of methods used fo r
documenting environmenta responsibilities of their employees, including: regulations, guidanc e
documents, specidty training standards, lesson plans, career development courses, positio n
descriptions, policy directives, manpower standards, instructions, and pamphlets. In addition |,
responghilities are communicated to employees through a number of other methods, includin g
performance andards, mission statements, training courses, publications, and communication with
SUperVisors.

Organizational Sructure Key Indicator:

3. Forma systems for statutory and regulatory tracking/monitoring exis t
and access to legdl resourcesis readily available.

Findings:

Statutory and regulatory tracking/monitoring is performed by al of the DRAs surveye d
according to the questionnaire responses. Themethodsusedtot rack regulatory developments varied
among the survey respondents and included: subscriptions to periodicals ( BNA Environmental
Reporter, Federal Register, and media-specific technical journals and newdetters), training courses

13



on emerging compliance requirements, and on -line data retrieva through the Defense Environmental
Network and Information Exchange (DENIX) bulletin board. Severa of the agencies have als o
established centers or indtitutes to moni tor changing Federa environmental regulations, policies, and
laws. One agency has an Office of Environmenta Guidance that develops a bimonthly environmental
regulatory update table for distribution Department-wide. In addition, two of the four agencie s
appear to be organized to have ready access to legal resources for interpreting new environmental
regulations. These two respondents indicate that attorneys in their Office of Genera Counsel ar e
avalableto assist in interpreting environmental regulations, and one respondent indicated that their
agency hasalega Services Environmental Law Division to assist with this function.

Organizational Structure Key Indicator:

4, Environmental management functions are represented at the high(est )
levels of the organization.

Findings:

All of the DRAs surveyed report havin g environmental management functions represented at
high levels of their organization. The positions of high-level authority with direct environmenta |
management respongbilities vary amo ng the survey responses and include: Director, Environmental
Protection, Safety and Occupational Hedth; Assstant Secretary of the Navy (Instalations an d
Environment); Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management; Assistant Secretary fo r
Environment, Safety, and Hedlth; Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Manpower, Reserv e
Affars Ingalati ons, and Environment (presidential appointee reporting directly to the Secretary of
the Air Force); Assstant Secretary of the E nvironment for Ingtalations, Logistics, and Environment;
Deputy for Environment, Safet y and Occupational Health; and Director of Environmental Programs
(a brigadier genera). Most respondents report that environmental policy and standards ar e
established at the Assistant Secretary level and that technical support and environmental oversight
of line organizations is performed by a Director of Environmental Programs or a Civil Enginee r
Support Agency. When asked what specific high-level pos itions have authority to ensure compliance
with Federal and state environmental laws and regulations, the other Federa agency respondent s
report avariety of postions, including: installation Commanding officers, Deputy Chief of Staff and
Environmental Counselor (reporting directly to the Secretary); Chief, Compliance Division ,
Directorate of Environmental Quality; and Director of Environmental Programs.

Benchmark Element Summary:
This section summarizes the collective behavior of the four responding DRAS as evauated

againgt the key indicators for this Benchmark Element. Exhibit 3-2 presents the total number o f
respondents reporting each key indicative behavior.
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Exhibit 3-2
Number of Defense Related Agencies Reporting Each
Organizational Structure Key Indicator

Number of Respondents
N

\ - \ A T
#1 #2 #3 #4
Organizational Structure Key Indicators

#1 = Mission Statement Exists #3 = Statutory/Regulatory Tracking
#2 = Clear Lines of Authority #4 = High-level Representation

In generd, al of the DRAS responding to the survey reported that they have develope d
organizationa structures that enable them to effectively provide direction and authority to thel r
environmental programs. All of the key indicators for "Best in Class' performance with respect to
environmenta organizationa structure are refle cted in the responses of each of the DRAS surveyed--
none of the key indicators appeared with more frequency than the others.

3.2.2 Element 2. Management Commitment
"Best in Class' organizations possess and demonstrate a commitment to
environmental excellence at each and every stage of the management hierarchy, and

ing<t that the organization integrate environmental awareness and concernsinto all
relevant business operations.
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Overall Findings:

In general, most of the DRAS responding to the survey reported a strong managemen t
commitment to environmental excellence. Performance in a few areas (i.e. resource availability
organizational decision making, and contractor/vendor selection) is unclear since the questionnaire
did not solicit this information. Eight key indicators have been identified for "Best in Class "
organizations in regard to management commitment.

1.

Organizations make resources available to identify, develop, initiate, and transfe r
environmental improvement technologies and strategies between facilities.

Environmental concerns are integrated into organizational business planning.
Environmental considerations play arolein all key organizationa decisions.

Management demonstrates a commitment to environmenta protection that goe s
beyond environmental compliance.

A formd environmenta risk management program has been instituted and is used to
assess potential risks from all proposed and existing operations.

Capital budgeting evauation criteria are used to allow environmental projectst o
compete fairly for investment resources.

Headquarterslevd policies exist that establi sh an environmental sense of direction for
facility level operations.

Environmenta criteria are used for the selection and management o f
contractors/vendors.

Asan introductory overview, Exhibit 3-3 presentsthe to tal number of respondents reporting multiple
key indicative behaviors.

The following discussion compares specific survey findings against each of the eight ke y
indicators for "Best in Class' organizations with regard to management commitment.

Management Commitment Key Indicator:

1.

Organizations make resources availab le to identify, develop, initiate, and
transfer environmenta improvement technolog ies and strategies between
facilities.
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Exhibit 3-3
Element 2: Managment Commitment Key Indicators
Reported by Defense Related Agencies

1 Respondent (25%)

1 Respondent (25%)

4 Indicators

6 Indicators

2 Respondents (50%

Findings:

The survey did not ask any questions regarding the availability of resources for identifying,
developing, initiating, and transferring environmental improvement technologies and strategie s
between fadilities; hence, thiskey in dicator for management commitment was not reported by any of
the respondents.

Management Commitment Key Indicator:

2. Environmental concerns are integrated into organizational busines s
planning.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Findings:

All of the DRASs surveyed integrate environmenta | concerns into their organizational business
planning. Two of these repondents indicate that environmental planning is integrally entwined with
their overall business planning process. The other two respondents state that environmenta plan s
actudly drive their long-term management plans. The survey respondents differ in their responses
regarding the frequency of their planning activities. One states that environmental planning is a
continuous improvement process, while the other three responde nts state that environmental planning
is conducted on an annual basis.

Management Commitment Key Indicator:

3. Environmental considerations play a role in al key organizationa |
decisions.

Findings:

The survey did not ask any questions regarding the role of environmental considerationsin
making key organizationa decisons ; hence, this key indicator for management commitment was not
reported by any of the respondents. However, the DRAS surveyed do integrate environmenta |
concerns into their organizationa business planning, as discussed above.

Management Commitment Key Indicator:

4, Management demonstrates a commitment to environmental protectio n
that goes beyond environmental compliance.

Findings:

Top management commitment to environmental programs was reported by al of the DRAs
responding to the survey. Methods used by these agencies to show support for environmenta |
programs include publishing annua environmenta reports (including an Annua Environmenta |
Report to Congress), holding semi-annua environmental briefings, presenting internal and external
speeches, conducting conferences, and distributing environmental  policy statements. One of these
agenciesreported that their Chief of Sta ff gives an address and presents environmenta awards at the
annua Earth Week celebration. In addition, senior management meetings are used by al of th e



respondents as a forum for discussing environmental management issues. The reported frequenc y
of these management meetings ranged from weekly to annually.

Management Commitment Key Indicator:

5. A formal environmental risk management program has been ingtitute d
and is used to assess potentia risks from all proposed and existin g
operations.

Findings:

Only two of the DRAS responding to the survey reported that they use a formal ris k
management program that add resses environmental concerns; however, one agency did not respond
to the survey questions on risk managem ent and another indicated that they are currently developing
a risk based management process. Two survey respondents indicate that operations are reviewe d
routindy by staff to minimize possblerisk. One of these respondents desc ribes their risk management
program as using a team approach which includes representatives from safety, environmenta |,
medicd, police, fire department, and other functiona areas to identify whether systems, equipment,
and procedures are in place or are required to prevent or lessen a hazardous material release. | n
addition, dl of the survey respondents answering the questionson risk m anagement unanimoudly state
that al new projects are reviewed for environmental impact issues.

Management Commitment Key Indicator:

6. Capitd budgeting evaluation criteria are used to alow environmenta |
projects to compete fairly for investment resources.

Findings:

The organization's budgeting pr ocess is affected by the results of the environmenta planning
process according to all DRAs surveyed. Three of these respondents reported that environmenta |
planning is integrally related to their budgeting process; the fourth respondent states tha t
environmental planning in the form of compliance with the NEPA process reveals costs which ar e
included in budget submittals for proposed actions. Additionaly, one respondent states that thei r
agency publishes an agency "Instruction on Environmental Budgeting” to provide informatio n
required at installations to properly budget for pollution prevention requirements.



Management Commitment Key Indicator:

7. Headquarters level policies exist that establish an environmental sense of
direction for facility level operations.

Findings:

In addition to having corporate environmental policy statements, al of the DRAs surveyed
report having environmental goals and corporate policy statements to support their environmenta |
programs. One respondent commented further that environmental policy statements at their agency
are sgned jointly by the Secretary and Chief of Staff, and that policies are formally supported by a
policy directive entitled "Environmental Quality" and by agency instructions.

Management Commitment Key Indicator:

8. Environmental criteria are used for the selection and management o f
contractors/vendors.

Findings:

Three of the DRAs respondents indicated that contractors are briefed on corporat e
environmenta standards and policies; the fourth respondent states that it is dependent on the nature
of the contract as to whether environmenta policies are delineated to contractors. Those agencies
giving positive responses reported using environmental documentation, contract requirements, and
briefings during pre-startup meetings to inform contractors of their environmental policies an d
performance requirements. Furthermore, one respondent states that it is their agency's policy that
"management and operating contractors will conduct their operations in an environmentally sound
manner that limits the risks to the environment and protects public hedth." Thus, the surve y
responses show that the DRAs managed their contractorsw  ith environmental considerations in mind;
however, the survey responses did not indicate whether environmental criteria are used for th e
selection of contractors/vendors.

Benchmark Element Summary:
This section summarizes the collective behavior of the four responding DRAS as evauated

againgt the key indicators for this Benchmark Element. Exhibit 3-4 presents the total number o f
respondents reporting each key indicative behavior.



Exhibit 3-4
Number of Defense Related Agencies Reporting Each
Management Commitment Key Indicator

Number of Respondents

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8

Management Commitment Key Indicators

(Indicators #1 and #3 were not addressed in the questionnaire.)

#1 = Resources Made Available #5 = Formal Risk Management Program

#2 = Business Planning Integration #6 = Budgeting Criteria Used

#3 = Role in all Organization Decisions #7 = Headquarters Level Policies

#4 = Management Commitment beyond #8 = Selection/Management of Contractors/
Compliance Vendors

In general, most of the DRAS responding to the survey reported strong managemen t
commitment to environmenta excdle nce. Performance in afew areasis unclear, however, since the
guestionnaire did not solicit certain information. In particular, the questionnaire did not addres s
resource availability for identifying, developing, initiating, and transferring environmenta |
improvement technologies and strategies between facilities. The questionnaire aso did not as k
whether environmental considerations play arolein all key organizationa decisions. Furthermore,
it was not clear from the survey responses whether environmental criteria are used for the selection
of contractors and vendors. However, four of th e management commitment key indicators for "Best
in Class' organizations were reflected in the responses of al the DRAS.

3.2.3 Element 3: Implementation
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"Bestin Class' organizations carry out their day to day business operations in ways
that integrate environmental protection into their business conduct.

Overall Findings:

In generd, all of the DRAS responding to the survey have established progressive goas and
multi-medi a environmental programs to integrate environmental protection into their daily business
conduct.

Three key indicators have been identified for "Best in Class' organizations in regard t 0
environmental program implementation.

1 Short and medium range environmental performance goals are established fo r
individual business operations and for the organization as awhole.

2. A wide range of potential environmental impacts are addressed throug h
comprehensive multi-media environmental programs. These programs include, but
are not limited to:

- pollution prevention - compliance

- recycling - affirmative procurement

- reuse - energy conservation

- control - emergency preparedness and response.
3. Formal guidance is developed and disseminated to help ensure organizationa |

environmenta excdlence.

Asan introductory overview, Exhibit 3-5 presentsthe to tal number of respondents reporting multiple
key indicative behaviors.
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Exhibit 3-5
Element 3: Implementation Key Indicators
Reported by Defense Related Agencies

All 4 Respondents (100%)

3 Indicators

The follo